
Crystal J i b  
528 Hardy Drive, Grovetown, GA 30813 

November 2,2005 450  PM 

Senator Johnny Isakson 
U S .  Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) tsitir :e t h  Univc 
Many of your constituents, including me, my Srien 

. - 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighhors, wiU he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

11 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systenr. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding hnrden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep ZTSF Fair Coalition, OS which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these Sees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. IS the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 

more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat See tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for yarn continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this mat.ter. 

If the 

Sincerely, 

Crystal Jilcs 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



. -. _.Î ~ ._____.____.._.__ .. ... .. . 

Representative Peter DeFazio 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2134 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative DeFazio: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a m0nt.h. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effecc on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numhers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's rqcent meetiggs wii.h top FCC officials, t,be FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

If the 

. , . ,  . .  

Sincerely, 0 

Linda Walker 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

.:. , ' ,  ? ,  
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FCC - MAILROOM 
Eugene Base 

1325 2nd St. , VIDOR, T X  77662 

November 2.2005 1:41 PM 

Representative Kevin Brady 
U.S. House of Representatives 
428 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brady: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, mv service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 

IS the 

fee system soon and withour legidation. . ,  

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work arid I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Eugene Bass .. 

CC: 

FCC General Einail Box 



November 2,2005 5:08 PM 

Senator Milch McCoMell 
U S .  Senate 
361-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator McCoMell: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. Whle I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Danny Stamper 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1211 Red Horn rd., St. Ignotius, MT 59865 

Senator Conrad Burns 
US. Senate 
187 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Fee - MAILHWN'~ 

Dear Senator Burns: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC chonges that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on smoll businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  o f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Mark Schmidi 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Lucia Thomas 
2754 Blue Hen Ct.  , Harrisburg, PA 17112-9121 

November 2. 2005 9 2 6  PM 

Representative Tim Holden 
US. House of  Representatives 
2417 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Holden: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal low does not require companies to recover, o r  "pas along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue ond continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Lucia Thomas 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Roxanne 6ale 

5481Clouds Rest Rd. , Mariposa, CA 95330-9614 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized far doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepoid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential ond rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases an their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the  USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have o highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am awore 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lo t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you poss along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tox could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Roxanne Gale 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 9:07 PM 

Senator Jon Corzine 
U.S. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universol Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rurol consumers. t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordoble monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have o highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to  FCC information. While I om owore 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or  "pas  along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And occording t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tox could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Koptyro 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



leonard abreu 
450 mam street, west townsend, MA 01474 

November2,2005 7:10 PM 

Senator Edward Kennedy 
U.S. Senate 
3 15 Russell Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

leonard abreu 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Representative Phil English 
US. House of  Representatives 
1410 Longworth House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board Universal Ser, 

- 
November 2,2005 9:09 PM 

CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative English: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends. family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue bosis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition. it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am awore 
that federal low does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers. the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Shenk 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 8:57 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
313 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universol Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  o monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a f lat  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am awore 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
toxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ernest Mancini 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 6:42 PM 

Senator Jon Kyl 
US.  Senate 
730 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kyl  

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

jason mudge 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



'1006 FEB ' /  Michael Roberts 

24 Cobblers Lane, Norwalk, CT 06851-1025 Iq-1 
ovember 2,2005 8:45 pM 

Representative Christopher Shays 
US. House o f  Representatives 
1126 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Representative Shoys: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay mare into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detriment01 ef fect  on small businsses a11 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Michael Roberts 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 6 5 5  PM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US.  Senate 
716 Hart Senate O&ce Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John McKinley 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Amy Lee I rn- 

9610E NC 50 N , Angier, NC 27501 L' 

November 2,2005 6:42 PM 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
US. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly demmental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect chose in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Amy Lee 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



I I FEB 2006 

FCC - MAILROOM MIKE huffman 

10302-N , delta, OH 43515 

November 2,2005 4:19 PM 

Representative Paul Gillmor 
US. House of Representatives 
1203 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Gillmor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighhors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and hw-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordahle monthly increases nu 
their bills. Shifting the funding hurden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed. my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FC:Coffcials, the'FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, . . , ,  

MIKE huffman 

cc: , ' 

FCC,Ceneral Email Box 

i 

. .  



Greg Gwinn 

1928 south L street, Elwood, IN 46036 

November 2,2005 4:32 PM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
US. Senate 
306 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Lf the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who nses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume to  low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sinceid?, 



.. 
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FEB i 2006 

November 2.2005 4:36 PM 

Michael PElton 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U S .  Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

- FCC. MAILROOM ~ 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions‘ (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents. including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my community. I reqnest 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael PElton 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Donald Griffith 

113 Prospect s t . ,  Cohleskill, NY 12043-3870 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: He: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your poiition on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Griffith 

, .  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 2:02 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As vou know, USF is currently collected on a revenne basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who nse their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and bw-incone residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top I X C  officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I iook forward to hearing abob6your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Baylhr 

. ,  

.. 
CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



James Shingledecker 

414 Seriff Rd.,  Lima, OH 45805-2837 

November 2. 200s 4 2 7  PM 

Senator George Voinovieh 
U S .  Senate 
524 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Ucar Senator Voinovich: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the has plans to change t.0 a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

If the 

James Shingledecker 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Richard Scrimger 

9755 Red Clover Ct., Baltimore, MI) 21234 

November 2. ZOOS 1:53 PM 

Representative Dutch Ruppersberger 
US. House of Representatives 
1630 Longworth House Offios Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ruppersberger: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a mouth. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customem, the reality is tliat they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change t.o a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Richard Scrimger 

Many of your Constituents, including me, my friends, 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Jd€ McKiunie 

10491 S. High Meadows Ct. , Traverse City, M I  49684 

Representative Dave Camp 
U.S. House of Representatives 
137 Cannon House Office Building 
Washingt.on, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service 

November 2,2005 2:03 PM 

mket 96-45 

Dear Representative Camp: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along'' these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position uu this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff McKinnie 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



4346 Century Road, Greenwood, FL 32443-19 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the U nirersal 
Sewice Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 

If the 

Sincerely, 

Ada V. McCroan 111 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Roger Gill 

1006 Conewango Avenue, Warren, PA 16365-1417 

Representative Phil English 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1410 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-Stare Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Drar Representative English: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fond (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizen3 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The' Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about t.he USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers9 the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monit.or developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look,forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roger Gdl 

c(.: 

FCC General Emad Box 


